INCLUDING A SPIRITUAL VOICE IN THE EDUCATIONAL LEADERSHIP AND SCHOOL REFORM DISCOURSE
Educational leadership literature is rife with recommendations intending to produce change and reform in schools. Many fully believe that such a project is essential to the salvation or even the total reconstruction of schools. However, some current scholars maintain that spirituality, a relatively unknown and perhaps an even suspect voice, must enter the leadership and reform discourse of schools.
The spirit is that essential innate part of us that Stewart (1999, p. 2) says, mediates, informs, and transforms a human being's capacity to create, adapt, and transcend the realities of human existence. Spirituality is that part of life and community through which we make meaning and understanding of our world. It is our source of value, principles, and influences that we implicitly exhibit in our behavior and interactions with people. (Fairholm, 1997, p. 25) The spirit also informs our sense of resistance. What this suggests is that inherent in the resistance motif, which is essential to the nature of reform, is the spiritual impetus to create projects and agendas that transcend present realities of domestication and oppression. In fact, it is the spirit that informs our exogamous relationship to a transformed future rather than our being wed to the hegemony of the present. Our spirituality provides the fodder for self and communal transformation. It allows us to create the project that transforms the vestiges of our "as is" situations into the vagaries of our "not yet" hopes and dreams. Vision, reform, transformation, or any other notions of altering a present paradigm or condition emanate from a creative, imaginative spirituality that critically reflects and then constructs actions that bring about 3 change in us as well as our environment. It is indeed this spiritual element, that part of us that actually defines who we are, compels us to make meaning, and motivates our actions, that must now be allowed to help inform the educational leadership discourse. In fact, the entrance of spirituality into the dialogue will bring about three results. First, spirituality will afford leaders the opportunity to unashamedly engage in critical reflection, an essential prerequisite to transformation. Second, spirituality will cause school leaders to deconstruct or demystify their present situationality and construct a project for change. Finally, this insertion of our spiritual selves will allow leaders to make real meaning and sense out of their professional lives. Indeed, reform and transformation of schools will be grounded in something more lasting than a functionalist, positivist theoretical construction and real, impacting school reform will have a holistic framework within which it can take place. This paper will explore the traditional components of the educational leadership discourse, the insertion of spirituality into those traditionally shared images, assumptions, and meanings, and the projected changes that can occur to the whole discourse of leadership and school reform with the addition of the spiritual voice. We will examine the exigencies essential to changing a discourse as well as other leadership contexts that are welcoming the spiritual voice into their discussion.
The Progression of the Educational Leadership Discourse
A fundamental belief about school reform is that in order for substantive change to occur in schools, there first must be a shift in the ideology and definition of educational leadership. It is interesting to note that the educational leadership discourse has undergone several radical changes. School administration has been identified as a practice grounded in Newtonian scientific management, human relations, open systems, and even a more radical postmodern frame. Some reforms have resulted in the institutionalization of these theoretical constructs, however many of the problems that have traditionally plagued our schools are still alive and well. The primary consequence of shifting mental models regarding school leadership presumes that the ensuing "discourse-practice" (Maxcy, 1994) of those who serve as school administrators will be grounded in a new paradigm from which these administrative behaviors will be birthed.
Mental models, psychic prisons, metaphors, or frames not only help to define phenomena but they also limit what those phenomena can be. These ideological lenses serve as filters and construct our perspectives based totally upon how these paradigms define the phenomena. These analogues for paradigmatic construction actually serve as what Zohar (1997) calls structure we can access. She argues that structure contains information. Indeed, structure codifies or systematizes information and therefore defines the essence of the construction it garrisons. In keeping with this line of thinking, Morgan (1997, p. 4) argues that theories of organization and management are based on "implicit images or metaphors that lead us to see, understand, and manage organizations in distinctive yet partial ways. Moreover, he asserts:
Metaphor is often regarded just as a device for embellishing discourse, but its significance is much greater than this. The use of metaphor implies a way of thinking and a way of seeing that pervade how we understand our world generally. For example, research in a wide variety of fields has demonstrated that metaphor exerts a formative influence on science, on our language, and on how we think, as well as how we express ourselves on a day-to-day basis. (p. 4) While this is certainly the case, operating concomitantly in the issue of metaphor, mental models, or paradigms is the delimiting as well as the exclusionary nature of these handles by which we embrace and make sense of our world. They help to provide a myopic perspective that preclude differing or even antithetical perspectives from those endorsed and engrafted in the metaphor. This then constructs what Morgan (1997b) terms distortions. In fact, he argues, metaphors "use evocative images to create what may be described as 'constructive falsehoods'". Included in such falsehoods may be the inherent supposition that order, a homeostasis, and a concretized corpus of knowledge about our worlds are within the parameters of the metaphor. We construct a sense of comfort and solace in the tenets of these metaphors all because they circumscribe and restrict, to a tractable few, the wide arrays of mental possibilities that could marshal our realities.
Defining a Discourse
Synonymous with the concept of metaphor is the notion of discourse. The word discourse is not used in the traditional literature of school leadership. It is most often found in critical, postmodern, or the more liberal ideological treatments of the subject.
We will pursue in greater depth the more classic definition of discourse. However, we choose to use the term discourse rather than metaphor or lens or even mental model because the word implies that intentional communication is taking place. The idea of an exchange is intimated in the term discourse.
It is important to ground the definition of discourse in some context of communication because doing so implies that the contents of the discourse have been birthed through contestation and struggle. In fact, the communicative nature of discourse implies that its essence is neither monolithic nor unending, but is transient and evanescent 6 at best. It seems that as divergent voices are allowed to share in the conversation the discourse is changed. As new ideas and critique of the current discourse surface, it emerges or evolves into another phase of existence. In fact, a discourse has within it what Zohar (1997b, p. 15 ) calls an inner capacity for fundamental transformation. The whole idea of exchange and negotiation suggests that a discourse is malleable and adaptable and is therefore a contested terrain perpetually alive with transition and flux.
The communicative nature of the idea of discourse lends hope to the notion that it can, under certain negotiated circumstances, be altered and even become more representative of the social and political milieu in which it is found. This is the goal. However, there seems to be systemic properties that militate against such transformation.
A power elite who purports to represent the best thinking in any given field generally establishes the discourse. Giroux (1997) gives a description of the industry of this power elite. He writes about the role of this elite in formulating an ahistorical mindset in American schools. He maintains: This is not meant to imply a conscious conspiracy on the part of an "invisible" ruling elite. The very existence, interests, and consciousness of the dominant class is deeply integrated into a belief system that legitimizes its rule. This suggests that existing institutional arrangements reproduce themselves, in part, through a form of cultural hegemony, a positivist world view, that becomes a form of self delusion, and in addition, leaves little room for an oppositional historical consciousness to develop in the society at large. In other words, the suppression of historical consciousness works itself out in the field of ideology.
In part this is due to an underlying "self perpetuating" logic that shapes the 7 mechanisms and boundaries of the culture of positivism. This logic is situated in a structure of dominance and exists to meet the most fundamental needs of the existing power relations and their corresponding social formations. It appears to be a logic that is believed by the oppressed and the oppressors alike, those who benefit from it as well as those who do not. (p. 14-15)
The power elite founds the tenets of a discourse upon the research that most legitimizes their way of perceiving the world. In fact, the questions that are raised from which the research emanates, are firmly established in the hegemony that supports the language and vernacular of the existing discourse. Most often the discourse is built not around the soundness of ideas or concepts but rather upon the number of persons who subscribe to its propositions. Most often such propositions perpetuate the hegemonic notions that have become acceptable ways of making meaning out of social phenomena.
Educational leadership is a discourse that has undergone several reconstructions but most of them have left the field bereft of any real power to make important changes in the delivery of education and learning that takes place in schools. Somehow, with all of the changes, the discourse nonetheless propagates schools of dysfunction, moderate success, and a socio-economic and political system that continues to minimize and even silence voices of difference and diversity. This may be the case because the systemic components of the discourse have been given a faulty priority or because other potentially valid and viable pieces of the discourse have been excluded. Another explanation may be the discipline's penchant for what Bohm (1980) calls fragmentation.
There is no doubt that scholars have offered many insights whose purpose has been to reform school leadership and the enterprise of learning. But those offerings have been 8 grounded in a faulty ideology. Bohm explains the dilemma. He says that theories are primarily forms of insight, that is they are ways of looking at the world and are really not a form of knowledge of how the world is. He adds:
On the other hand, if we regard our theories as 'direct descriptions of reality as it is', then we will inevitably treat these differences and distinction as divisions, implying separate existence of the various elementary terms appearing in the theory. We will thus be led to the illusion that the world is actually constituted of separate fragments and as has already been indicated, this will cause us to act in such a way that we do in fact produce the very fragmentation implied in our attitude to the theory. (p. 7)
When we allow only one insight to frame the entire discourse, others are left bereft of any potential application. The notion of fragmentation implies that only one theoretical construct at a time can ground the field. Scholars are remiss when they abdicate the engagement of several insights in the theoretical discourse at one time. To allow such a discussion brings wholeness to the discourse as well as openness to what is the reality of leadership in schools. It is not that previous theories have been defective except in their protest to be engaged uniquely. Educational leadership needs the postmodern ideology, the systems models, the new science or quantum mechanics idiom, as well as the spiritual parlance to all serve to inform and ground the leadership and school reform discourse.
It becomes essential, therefore to scrutinize educational leadership from an additional perspective, one that dares to suggest that other voices need to be heard, voices that have either been silenced or muted by the sonorous positivist soliloquy that 9 dominates this discourse. The addition of these voices will produce changes in the discourse that will affect reconstruction in the field. Kuhn (1979) writes the seminal work on change and how paradigms or ways of thinking, shared images, assumptions, and practices are altered. While he tailors his treatise to the world of scientific revolutions, many of his conclusions can be applied to any field that undergoes reconstruction. A discourse does not alter easily. In fact Kuhn suggests that there is a process by which a new candidate for paradigm replaces its predecessors. He maintains:
Discourse Responds to Dissipative Structures
Any new interpretation of nature whether a discovery or theory, emerges first in the mind of one or a few individuals. It is they who first learn to see science and the world differently, and their ability to make the transition is facilitated by two circumstances that are not common to most other members of their profession. (p.
144)
Kuhn argues that those who promote a change in thinking invariably have had their attention intensely focused upon what he calls the "crisis-provoking problem". He also believes that often these radical thinkers have not been in the field long enough so that "practice has committed them less deeply than most of their contemporaries to the world view and rules determined by the old paradigm" (p. 144) What is intriguing is the fact that often practitioners, scientists, and researchers are actually focusing their attention on resolving a puzzle and not testing the efficacy of a paradigm. Applying this more intimately to our discussion, school administrators and even teachers in the field of educational leadership, spend their efforts predominantly resolving plaguing questions regarding schools. Within this search for answers is the inherent supposition that the discourse that marshals the puzzle is the appropriate one. In fact, Kuhn maintains that one who is searching for solutions never questions the rules, assumptions, or hegemonic trappings of the game. The answers are couched in the fact that the paradigm or the discourse is a given. It is taken for granted. What happens then, according to Kuhn is, …paradigm testing occurs only after persistent failure to solve a noteworthy puzzle has given rise to a crisis. And even then it occurs only after the sense of crisis has evoked an alternate candidate for paradigm. In the sciences the testing What Prigogine discovered is that dissipation does not annihilate a system. It is however, a vital part of a process by which the system relinquishes its present form so that it can, as Wheatley maintains, reorganize in a form better suited to the demands of its changed environment. Wheatley's treatise on Prigogine's dissipative structures assists in our understanding of the intricate process of altering a given discourse. She maintains that anything that disturbs a system or in our discussion, a discourse, plays a major role in assisting that system to facilitate the process of autopoiesis, that is the procedure of selforganizing into a new order. Wheatley offers:
Whenever the environment offers new and different information, the system chooses whether to accept the provocation and respond. This new information might be only a small difference from the norm. But if the system pays attention to this information, it brings the information inside, and once inside that network, the information grows and changes. If the information becomes such a large disturbance that the system can no longer ignore it, then real change is at hand.
At this moment, jarred by so much internal disturbance and far from equilibrium, the system will fall apart. In its current form, it cannot deal with the disturbance, so it dissolves. But this disintegration does not signal the death of the system. If a living system can maintain its identity, it can self-organize to a higher level of complexity, a new form of itself that can deal better with the present. (p .21)
The various theoretical changes that have shaped educational leadership have been those dissipative structures that have attempted to facilitate the reorganizing of the field. The problem is, however, that those disturbances have not knocked the discipline out of kilter enough to bring about substantive change to the system. The educational leadership discourse, like any other, is that negotiated practice that defines the activities that are performed on a regular basis. The discourse is the mediated arbitration that is actually the agreed upon or accepted regimen of a socially constructed reality. The discourse establishes the parameters of "righteousness" within some social construction.
That is, it names the rules that organize accepted behavior. It establishes the morality, the code of ethics by which a social construction operates.
Including Spirituality in the Business Leadership Discourse
Scholars of business leadership have already become fluent in speaking this way about their organizations and the people who lead them. (Briskin, 1998; Fairholm, 1997; Jaworski, 1996; Vaill, 1998; Wheatley, 1999; Zohar, 1997) Much is being written about the ethics and the morality of leadership from a business perspective. This discourse has welcomed ideas such as spirituality, the soul and the spiritual journey as idioms in the business vernacular. Many scholars in business leadership have found that organizations have begun to welcome the whole self in the workplace and that with the entrée of the whole self a new thinking emerges that catapults the organization into broader venues while accomplishing their primary vision. Zohar (1997) describes this kind of thinking.
She calls this quantum thinking or the brain's spirit. She writes:
The third kind of thinking we can do is creative, insightful, intuitive thinking. It is the kind of thinking with which we challenge our assumptions, break our habits, or change our mental models, our paradigms. It is the kind of thinking that invents new categories of thought that creates new patterns and new language. This third kind of thinking is also rooted in and motivated by our deep sense of meaning and value. It is our spiritual thinking or our vision thinking. (p. 36) Education, however, seems reluctant to open the boundaries of its sedimented discourse to such musings because the fear is that the legislated chasm between church and state may be abridged. The other issue with engaging spirituality is the discourse's commitment to fragmentation or the subscription to only one leading theoretical 13 construction at a time. But if the system is to be radically changed and the paradigm altered so that the educational process is far more efficacious for the host of those who are a part of the enterprise then dissipative structures such as spirituality, the soul, ethics, morality, righteousness, and Wheatley's notions of the invisible influences of field theory must be allowed to contend for inclusion along with present codes and forms sustaining the hegemony of educational leadership. The tyranny of hegemonic psychic prisons, mental models, or discourses which ground educational leadership may scoff at or even marginalize the prospect of incorporating the language of spirituality into their canons. This is so because while the Euro-centric culture, which has dominated the establishment of the hegemony where school leadership is concerned, has been accommodating to religion, it has not been particularly ebullient in its endorsement of spirituality. There is a poignant difference between spirituality and religion. Religion serves as the structured embodiment of moral codes and the institutionalized guardian of the forms and anatomy of our performed reverence for a supernatural power. Religion systematizes and canonizes the rites and rituals, the parcels and practices that are deemed legitimate in humans' encounters with the divine. However spirituality has a much broader definition. Stewart (1999, p . 1) defines spirituality as, "…the full matrix of beliefs, power, values, and behaviors that shape people's consciousness, understanding, and capacity of themselves in relation to divine reality". He amplifies his definition by proposing:
Spirituality is also a process by which people interpret, disclose, formulate, adapt, and innovate reality and their understandings of God with a specific context or culture. It signifies a style or model of existence, an ethos and mythos that creates its own praxis and culture and compels identification and resolution of human 14 problems through divine intervention. These processes involve adaptation and transformation of internal as well as external conditions. (p. 1) Given this definition of spirituality and other notions of the incorporeal that are substantially different from the hegemony of institutionalized religion, there has therefore resulted in a Euro-centric context a reticence to support ethereality because empyrean notions have been historically affixed to ideas of spiritism, the occult, and the world of the mystique and exotic. However, it seems to be advantageous for education, as the business world has found, to explore the frontiers of spirituality through accepting rather than distrusting eyes. It may also prove efficacious to fathom the complexities of spirituality from an Afro-centric lens, as the realm of the ethereal has been a quintessential constituent of African and African American life.
African American Spirituality A Model for Educational Leadership
Spirituality has served as an agent of advocacy for African Americans. The resiliency and commitment to traverse through perpetual crises by African Americans in the American culture has emanated from a spiritual center. Stewart (1999) 
The Role of Reflection and Spirituality
Freire (1972) takes the whole issue of reflection to an even deeper position. He argues that reflection must be purposive, that is, there ought to be an agenda that assuages the vestiges of dehumanization that results from such an introvertial exercise as reflection. He builds a case by asserting that people, by their very existence, are in a "situation". In fact, because of this positioning we are prone if indeed not inherently summoned to reflect upon our own situationality. Freire says:
Men, as beings 'in a situation' find themselves rooted in temporal-spatial conditions which mark them and which they also mark. They will tend to reflect on their own 'situationality' to the extent that they are challenged by it to act upon it. Men are because they are in a situation. And they will be more the more they 
Conclusion
If a spiritual syntax is to help shape the structure of the educational leadership discourse in elementary and secondary schools, present and prospective school leaders must be challenged personally to contend with the nuances of synnoetics and the making of moral meanings. In their preparation programs and professional development opportunities, school leaders must engage in reflection and the sharpening of their processes of making ethical decisions. When school leaders and those who train them 22 augment the linguistics of school leadership to include the language of spirituality then school administration will have a way as Stewart (1999e) maintains to legitimately and openly discuss issues of interpreting, disclosing, formulating, adapting, and innovating reality as well as the adaptation and transformation of internal and external conditions.
The time is right for the inclusion of spirituality into the discourse of educational leadership. This incorporation must include three distinct entities. First, the discourse must become permeable to the notion of critical reflection. This type of spiritual deliberation will cause practitioners to consider the broader implications of their decisions and behaviors. Its critical nature will compel the reflection to center on issues of marginalization, aggrandizement, and asymmetrical relations of power. Though power differentials are probably forever embedded in the fabric of educational institutions, critical reflection may lead to a praxis that minimizes the undemocratic performances that emanate from such contrasts in the possession and practice of power.
Second, the spiritual discourse will promote an active deconstruction of situationality. It will invite the engagement of serious thought about transforming the "as is" into the "not yet". The demystifying of the current situation of the educational project will release creativity, dreaming, and a hope for a teaching/learning process that engages the learning community in projects of reform, optimism, and agency. Through this segment of the spiritual discourse those who participate in the work of education will be encouraged to think beyond current parameters. Advocates for their release of creativity, élan, and imagination will serve as leaders in schools. Students and teachers will be encouraged to go beyond curricular confinements to explore frontiers of learning collaboratively with the hope of revelation and disclosure of new knowledge at their core.
Life for learning will infiltrate heretofore-dead sites called schools.
Finally, the inclusion of the spiritual into the educational leadership discourse will allow leaders to make meaning out of their professional lives. It will allow practitioners to become comfortable in their choice of professions. They will be able to settle within themselves as well as announce publicly that they are in educational leadership not for financial self-aggrandizement but because being in schools is a passion for them that makes meaning for their lives. This is a significant issue with which we must deal. The kinds of projects in which schools must engage demand leaders of passion. Hope, life and a pedagogy of liberation can only be birthed through passion, commitment, and a genuine sense of mission. Educational leadership emerges then from a profession one enters through hierarchical posturing and gamesmanship to one of mission and passion. Zohar (1997, p. 153) refers to this as a sense of engagement and responsibility, a sense of "I have to". In fact, these leaders' work becomes one of servanthood. They sense the myriad possibilities in learning. They understand the spiritual nature of what can happen in learning communities and they see their lives as absolutely essential to that process. In essence, they are "called" to be in the midst of the teaching/learning conundrum and nothing else will provide meaning for the professional segment of their lives. They have to be leading in learning communities.
Reflection, deconstruction, and the making of meaning are the three spiritual components that must enter the educational leadership discourse. These will help to transform the field through the inclusion of the whole self in what actually is a lifechanging endeavor. School leadership that is grounded in spirituality will push for 24 transformation in education. Those who lead from a spiritual center will be dedicated and committed to changing schools because they are compelled to do so by their very deep sense of mission, calling, care, and need to make meaning.
